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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed of 
record in the file: Amendment A (dated 5/24/04). 

2. Claim 13 has been added. Claims 1-13 are presented for examination. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

4. The rejections with respect to claims 1-10 are respectfully maintained and reproduced 
infra for applicant's convenience. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 3 and 10 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 3, line 6, the phrase "disconnecting the USB hub to the host" should be ~ 
disconnecting the USB hub from the host --; and line 7, the phrase "connecting the USB hub 
from the host" should be - connecting the USB hub to the host Appropriate correction is 
required. 

In claim 10, line 8, the phrase "disconnect the USB hub to the power supply" should be - 
disconnect the USB hub from the power supply --; and line 9, the phrase "connect the USB hub 
from the power supply" should be - connect the USB hub to the power supply --. Appropriate 
correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

6. Claims 1-3 and 7-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Luke 
et al. [Luke] (U.S. Patent No. 6,279,060). 

7. Regarding claim 1, Luke teaches a system substantially as claimed including a host (host 
computer), the system comprising: 

a Universal Serial Bus (USB) hub [hub 132 in Fig. 13; hub 156 in Fig. 14]; 
at least one USB connector coupled with the USB hub [Fig. 14]; 

attach/removal detection logic (circuits 96 and 102 included in USB bridge) coupled with 
the USB hub [Figs. 4, 13, 14], the attach/removal detection logic for determining whether a 
peripheral device is connected to the USB bridge [col. 5, lines 19-22, 31-37, 40-45], logically 
decoupling the bridge from the host or an upstream USB hub if the peripheral device is not 
connected [col. 4, lines 55-57, 62-67; col. 5, lines 9-16] and logically coupling the USB bridge to 
the host or the upstream USB hub if the peripheral device is connected [col. 4, lines 55-57; col. 
5, lines 16-18]. 

Luke teaches the USB bridge is logically coupled/decoupled to/from the host or the 
upstream USB hub at its upstream USB cable. Luke does not explicitly teach the USB hub can 
be logically coupled/decoupled to/from the host as claimed. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that Luke's USB bridge device is a 
device for connecting other device(s) to the host [Figs. 14, 15]. The USB bridge is connected to 
the host or upstream USB hub by a USB cable [Figs. 12-15]. USB hub is also a device for 
connecting other device(s) to the host, and USB hub is also connected to the host by USB cable. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Luke to be applied to USB hub because Luke's USB bridge device functions similar 
to the USB hub. Logically decoupling the USB hub from the host when no device connected to 
the USB hub would increase the flexibility of the system by not only saving power for the 
system but also saving bus recourses of the system used to enumerate the USB hub [col. 2, lines 
19-20]. 

8. Regarding claim 2, Luke teaches that the attach/removal detection logic (circuits 96 and 
102 included in USB bridge) is coupled with the host [Figs. 4, 12] and wherein the 
attach/removal detection logic disconnects the USB bridge from the host if the peripheral device 
is not connected to the USB bridge connector [Fig. 12; col. 4, lines 55-57, 62-67; col. 5, lines 9- 
16]. 

Luke teaches the USB bridge is disconnected from the host or the upstream USB hub at 
its upstream USB cable. Luke does not explicitly teach the USB hub can be disconnected from 
the host as claimed. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that Luke's USB bridge device is a 
device for connecting other device(s) to the host [Figs. 14, 15]. The USB bridge is connected to 
the host or upstream USB hub by a USB cable [Figs. 12-15]. USB hub is also a device for 
connecting other device(s) to the host, and USB hub is also connected to the host by USB cable. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Luke to be applied to USB hub because Luke's USB bridge device functions similar 
to the USB hub. Disconnecting the USB hub from the host when no device connected to the 
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USB hub would increase the flexibility of the system by not only saving power for the system 
but also saving bus recourses of the system used to enumerate the USB hub [col. 2, lines 19-20]. 
9. Regarding claim 3, Luke teaches that the attach/removal detection logic (circuits 96 and 
102 included in USB bridge) provides a first signal when the peripheral device is not connected 
to the USB bridge connector [col. 5, lines 34-35, 40-41, 58-62; col. 6, lines 30-31] and a second 
signal when the peripheral device is connected to the USB bridge connector [col. 5, lines 33-34, 
40-41, 55-58; col. 6, lines 20-21]. Luke also teaches that the system further comprising: 

a connector (USB cable) coupled with the host and the USB bridge [Fig. 12]. Since the 
attach/removal detection logic (circuits 96 and 102) integrated in the USB bridge [Fig. 4], 
therefore, the connector (USB cable) also coupled with the attach/removal detection logic. 
Luke's connector is used for disconnecting the USB bridge from the host in response to the first 
signal [col. 4, lines 65-67; col. 5, lines 34-35, 40-41, 58-62; col. 6, lines 30-31] and for 
connecting the USB bridge with the host in response to the second signal [col. 4, lines 65-67; col. 
5, lines 33-34, 40-41, 55-58; col. 6, lines 20-21]. 

Luke teaches the USB bridge is connected/disconnected to/from the host or the upstream 
USB hub at its upstream USB cable. Luke does not explicitly teach the USB hub can be 
connected/disconnected to/from the host as claimed. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that Luke's USB bridge device is a 
device for connecting other device(s) to the host [Figs. 14, 15]. The USB bridge is connected to 
the host or upstream USB hub by a USB cable [Figs. 12-15]. USB hub is also a device for 
connecting other device(s) to the host, and USB hub is also connected to the host by USB cable. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Luke to be applied to USB hub because Luke's USB bridge device functions similar 
to the USB hub. Disconnecting the USB hub from the host when no device connected to the 
USB hub would increase the flexibility of the system by not only saving power for the system 
but also saving bus recourses of the system used to enumerate the USB hub [col. 2, lines 19-20], 

10. Regarding claims 7-10, since they recite method of operating of the apparatus defined in 
the apparatus claims, they are rejected accordingly based on the rejection of the apparatus claims. 

11. Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Luke et al. 
[Luke] (U.S. Patent No. 6,279,060) in view of Kubo et al. [Kubo] (U.S. Patent No. 6,671,814). 

12. Regarding claim 4, Luke teaches that the system further includes a power supply 
coupled with the USB bridge [the power supply, not shown, included in the host computer in the 
case the USB bridge is a bus-powered device or the power supply 144 of Fig. 13 in the case the 
USB bridge is a self-powered device], Luke does not explicitly teach the attach/removal 
detection logic disconnects the USB bridge from the power supply if the peripheral device is not 
connected to the USB bridge connector. 

Kubo teaches a system including a switch (switch 3) for electrically disconnecting the 
power provided to a USB device when the device is not used [abstract; col. 1, lines 57-61; col. 4, 
lines 19-24] and electrically connecting the power provided to the USB device when the device 
is operated [col. 4, lines 11-18]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Luke and Kubo because they both teach system for 
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logically connecting/disconnecting a USB device to/from a host computer. Kubo's teaching of a 
switch for electrically connecting/disconnecting power provided to the USB device would reduce 
the power consumption of the system by allowing Luke's attach/removal detection logic includes 
a switch for connecting/disconnecting the USB hub to/from the power supply when no device 
connected to the hub. 

13. Regarding claim 5, Luke teaches that the attach/removal detection logic (circuits 96 and 
102 included in USB bridge) provides a first signal when the peripheral device is not connected 
to the USB bridge connector [col. 5, lines 34-35, 40-41, 58-62; col. 6, lines 30-31] and a second 
signal when the peripheral device is connected to the USB bridge connector [col 5, lines 33-34, 
40-41, 55-58; col. 6, lines 20-21]. Luke also teaches that the system further comprising: 

a connector (USB cable) coupled with the power supply (the power supply, not shown, 
included in the host computer in the case the USB bridge is a bus-powered device) and the USB 
bridge [Fig. 12]. Since the attach/removal detection logic (circuits 96 and 102) integrated in the 
USB bridge [Fig. 4], therefore, the connector (USB cable) also coupled with the attach/removal 
detection logic. Luke's connector is used for disconnecting the USB bridge from the host in 
response to the first signal [col. 4, lines 65-67; col. 5, lines 34-35, 40-41, 58-62; col. 6, lines 30- 
31] and for connecting the USB bridge with the host in response to the second signal [col. 4, 
lines 65-67; col. 5, lines 33-34, 40-41, 55-58; col. 6, lines 20-21]. 

Luke teaches the USB bridge is connected/disconnected to/from the host or the upstream 
USB hub at its upstream USB cable. Luke does not explicitly teach the USB hub can be 
connected/disconnected to/from the power supply as claimed. 
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One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that Luke's USB bridge device is a 
device for connecting other device(s) to the host [Figs. 14, 15]. The USB bridge is connected to 
the host or upstream USB hub by a USB cable [Figs. 12-15]. USB hub is also a device for 
connecting other device(s) to the host, and USB hub is also connected to the host by USB cable. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
teaching of Luke to be applied to USB hub because Luke's USB bridge device functions similar 
to the USB hub. Disconnecting the USB hub from the host when no device connected to the 
USB hub would increase the flexibility of the system by not only saving power for the system 
but also saving bus recourses of the system used to enumerate the USB hub [col. 2, lines 19-20]. 

Kubo teaches a system including a switch (switch 3) for electrically disconnecting the 
power provided to a USB device when the device is not used [abstract; col. 1, lines 57-61 ; col. 4, 
lines 19-24] and electrically connecting the power provided to the USB device when the device 
is operated [col. 4, lines 11-18]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Luke and Kubo because they both teach system for 
logically connecting/disconnecting a USB device to/from a host computer. Kubo's teaching of a 
switch for electrically connecting/disconnecting power provided to the USB device would reduce 
the power consumption of the system by allowing Luke's attach/removal detection logic includes 
a switch for connecting/disconnecting the USB hub to/from the power supply in response to the 
first and/or second signal. 
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14. Claims 6 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Luke et 
al. [Luke] (U.S. Patent No. 6,279,060) in view of applicant's admission of prior art [AAPA]. 

15. Regarding claim 6, Luke teaches the USB device (USB bridge) can be logically 
disconnected and hidden from the host [abstract; col. 4, lines 65-67; col. 5, lines 9-13]. Luke 
does not explicitly teach the system is allowed to enter a lowest power state when the device is 
not connected to the USB connector. 

AAPA teaches that the system cannot enter its lowest power state because the system 
detects the presence of a USB hub (USB hub is a USB device) [application's specification, p. 2, 
lines 8-14]. As such, AAPA implicitly teaches that the system will be allowed to enter its lowest 
power state when no USB hub (device) is detected. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Luke and AAPA because they both teach 
system for operating and connecting device(s) to a host though a USB hub. AAPA's teaching of 
allowing the host to enter its lowest power state when no USB hub and/or device detected by the 
host would reduce the power consumption and increase the reliability of Luke's system by 
allowing the system entering the lowest power state when USB device (USB bridge) is logically 
disconnected from the host. 

16. Regarding claim 13, since the claim recites method of operating of the apparatus defined 
in the apparatus claim, claim 13 is rejected accordingly based on the rejection of the apparatus 
claims. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

17. Claims 1 1 and 12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Argument 

18. Applicant's arguments filed May 24, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

19. In the remarks, applicants argued in substances that (a) Luke fails to teach or suggest 
selectively decoupling the USB hub from the host when a peripheral is not coupled to the USB 
hub; (b) the rejections involve improper hindsight since Luke is not concerned with power 
management; (c) Kubo fails to automatically cut power to the USB device; and (d) Luke in view 
of AAPA fails to teach or suggest the system recited in claim 6. 

With respect to point (a), in Luke, "bridge to host" concept as shown in Figs. 12-15 is 
connecting at least one peripheral device to a host. Similarly, "hub to host" concept as claimed 
in the instant application as shown in Figs 2-3 is also connecting at least one peripheral device to 
a host. As such, "bridge to host" and "hub to host" concepts are similar. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching of Luke to be applied 
to USB hub because Luke's USB bridge device functions similar to the USB hub. Logically 
decoupling the USB hub from the host when no device connected to the USB hub would increase 
the flexibility of the system by not only saving power for the system but also saving bus 
recourses of the system used to enumerate the USB hub. 
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With respect to point (b), Examiner based that obvious statement on personal knowledge 
of integrated circuit. InreBozek . 416 F.2d 1385, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969), which states: 
"The conclusion of obviousness may be made from common knowledge and common sense of a 
person of ordinary skill in the art without any specific hint or suggestion in a particular 
reference" (emphasis added). Examiner agrees with applicant that Luke does not concern with 
power management. However, by logically decoupling the bridge from the host, as taught by 
Luke, one of those ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the power consumes by 
the system would also reduce because power would not provide to the bridge and/or attached 
peripheral device(s). 

With respect to point (c), examiner agrees with applicants that Kubo does not teach 
automatically cut power to the USB device. However, automatically cutting power to the USB 
device does not required in claims 4 and 5. Therefore, the rejections with respect to claims 4 and 
5 are respectfully maintained. 

With respect to point (d), Luke does not explicitly teach the system is allowed to enter a 
lowest power state when the device is not connected to the USB connector. AAPA teaches that 
the system cannot enter its lowest power state because the system detects the presence of a USB 
device. As such, AAPA implicitly teaches that the system will be allowed to enter its lowest 
power state when no USB hub (device) is detected (emphasis added). Therefore, Luke in view of 
AAPA teaches the system recited in claim 6. 
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Conclusion 



20. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

2 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thuan N. Du whose telephone number is (703) 308-6292. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday: 9:00 AM - 5:30 PM, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynne H. Browne can be reached on (703) 308-1 159. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

The fax number for the organization is (703) 872-9306. 




Thuan N. Du 
July 29, 2004 



